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May, 2005
The purpose of this study was to assess whether the new admissions model
implemented by the University of Maine at Augusta (UMA) in spring 2001 improved
the academic success of first-time students. In this study first-time associate degree
seeking students at the Augusta campus of UMA were examined to assess the academic
success for each of the 5 student cohorts (fall 1999 - fall 2003). Each cohort was
segmented to separately identify those needing (1) adult education level remediation,
(2) developmental remediation and (3) those not requiring remedial course work.
The academic success of each group was measured by retention rates after 1
semester and after 1 year and by graduation rates after 3 years. The academic success
of each group was evaluated using a Chi Square test for Independence to determine if
there were any statistically significant differences in group retention rates and
graduation rates.

The results indicate no differences among the groups for retention rates or
graduation rates. They also indicate the retention rates after 1 year ranged from 42.0%
to 47.6% and that the first-time, full-time graduation rates for the first three student
cohorts ranged from 6.2% to 1 1.2%.
The mean grade point averages (GPA) for the fall term, the spring term and the
first academic year of each cohort were compared using an Oneway Analyses of
Variance (with Scheffe post hoc tests) to identify any statistically significant differences
among the placement groups. Analysis of the results indicated that there only appeared
to be statistically significant differences between the adult education group and the no
placement group in three of five cohorts for the spring term GPA and in one of five
cohorts for both the fall term GPA and the first academic year accumulative GPA.
These findings seem to indicate that there was very little difference in the mean
dependent GPAs of the three placement groups.
Independent variables (gender, age, arithmetic and reading comprehension) were
analyzed in an ordered entry multiple regression for each cohort to assess the extent to
which these independent variables could be used to predict the dependent GPA variable
(fall term GPA, spring term GPA and first academic year accumulative GPA). The
results indicated that these independent variables, both individually and collectively
were weak predictors of the dependent GPA variable as they only accounted for 12.9%
to 28.8% of the variance. The Betas showed that age and gender were slightly stronger
predictors than the test scores: arithmetic and reading comprehension.

The study concluded that UMA's new admissions model did not improve the
academic success of first-time associate degree seeking students at the Augusta campus.

The study did show that UMA needs to identify ways to improve its retention and
graduation rates for first-time students.
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LIST OF DEFINITIONS
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions are used:
ACCUPLACER CPT -- The College Entrance Examination Board's

ACCUPLACER computerized placement tests (CPT).
ACT -- According to ACT, Inc. (2005), the ACT assessment is a national

college admission and placement examination.
AddIDrop Period -- The time period at the start of a semester when a student

may add courses or drop courses without receiving a grade.
Age -- The student's age as of September 1'' of the year the first-time, first-year

associate degree seeking student was admitted to UMA.
Cohort -- All first-time students admitted into an associate degree program at

the Augusta campus of UMA for the fall term of the cohort year.
Enrolled -- The student was registered at the start of the grading period for the

specified fall, spring, or next fall term at LMA. This student may have completed the
semester or withdrawn from all their courses.
First Academic Year -- Is the fall term of admission plus the following spring

term.

GED -- General Equivalency Diploma

GPA -- Grade Point Average:
Term GPA -- The student's term grade point average for a
specified fall or spring term calculated by dividing the term grade
points by the term GPA credit hours.
Accumulative GPA for the First Academic Year -- A student's
accumulative grade point average at the end of the student's first
academic year calculated by taking the sum of the fall and spring
term grade points and dividing it by the sum of the fall and spring
term GPA credit hours.
Graduation Rate - The rate student cohorts graduate within three years.
Placements:
Adult education level courseplacement -- A student's placement into an
adult education level course in reading, English, or mathematics based
on the ACCUPLACER CPT results.
Developmental level courseplacement -- A student's placement into one
of the following developmental level courses based on the
ACCLTPLACER CPT results.
o REA008 - Reading for Understanding,

o

ENGOOS - Basic Writing,

o MAT009 - Foundations of Mathematics,
o or MAT020lMAT030 - Intro to Algebra (Part I)/ Algebra I,

RAZT -- Responsible Admission Implementation Team

Remediation or Remedial --These terms represent the students who placed into

at least one adult education level course or developmental course.
Retention Rate -- The rate student cohorts were enrolled at UMA at the start of

the grading period for the specified term.
Student Types:
Traditional Students -- Represents students who are less than or

equal to 22 years of age.
Non Tradition Students -- Represents students who are greater than
22 years of age.

Chapter 1

BACKGROUND

The University of Maine at Augusta (UMA) is a public higher education
institution that offers admission into a variety of associate and baccalaureate degree
programs to applicants who have earned a high school diploma, General Equivalency
Diploma (GED) or have demonstrated an ability to benefit. Prior to January 2001,
LMA had an open admissions policy. All applicants were admitted including those
who needed adult education level work in reading, English, and mathematics. Some
applicants were admitted on the condition that they take developmental course work.
The faculty observed that under-prepared students were often unsuccessful in
their regular college-level courses. Because students were under-prepared, some faculty
found it necessary to teach the course at a slower pace. This negatively impacted the
quality of education received by the rest of the students in the class. The Provost
formed the Responsible Admission Implementation Team (RAIT) to study the issue.
In studying this issue, RAIT sought to find an admissions model that would
establish a minimum admission standard without creating adverse financial
consequences for the university. They arrived at the minimum admission standard
based on the descriptive statistics generated from the 682 people who completed the
nationally recognized College Entrance Examination Board's ACCUPLACER
Computerized Placement Tests (CPT) in Augusta between September 1998 and
September 1999. This showed that

3.5% (24 students) placed into two or more adult education courses.

17% (1 16 students) placed into one adult education course.

79.5% (542 students) did not place into any adult education courses.
Based on this information, RAIT concluded that denying admission to the
students, who placed into two or more adult education courses could improve the
academic experience and be manageable from a financial perspective. RAIT
recommended that admission be denied if a student placed into two or more adult
education courses. The policy was approved by the Provost and implemented effective
the summer of 2001. The new admissions model was defined as follows:
1. Applicants who have a successful academic record may be directly admitted.
A successful academic record is operationally defined as:
a. A high school graduate who earned an average of C+ or better and a
class rank in the upper 75%.
b. A GED graduate who earned a GED score that is greater than or
equal to the score associated with the national class rank for the
upper 75%.
2. Applicants who do not meet these requirements for admission must complete

ACCUPLACER CPT placement tests in reading comprehension, sentence
skills, arithmetic, elementary algebra, and college-level mathematics. This
measures an applicant's current skill level in reading, English, and
mathematics. These measurements help to determine whether or not the
applicant needs remedial course work.
a. If the applicant did not test into more than one adult education level
course work, then the applicant is admitted.

b. If the applicant's placement testing results indicate that the applicant
needs adult education level work in two or more skill areas, then an
Admissions staff member reviews the case. In reviewing the case,
the reviewer assesses the applicant's overall qualifications and
initiative to succeed in college.
This assessment serves as the basis for determining the admission
decision for the applicant. An applicant is either admitted into a
degree program or denied admission and referred to a local adult
education program.

Chapter 2

RELATEDRESEARCH

One of the key areas examined in the research literature was the relationship
between student academic preparedness and student outcomes. Student academic
preparedness was examined in the Sawyer (1 997) study. This study indicated that a
typical and important use of college entrance tests was course placement, i.e., matching
students with instruction appropriate to their academic preparation. At the University of
Maine at Augusta (UMA), the student's results of the ACCUPLACER CPT placement
testing in reading, English and mathematics determined whether a student needed
remedial course work.
According to Sawyer (1997), there are two levels of first-year courses. A
standard course is one in which most students enroll and receive credit toward degree
requirements. A remedial or developmental course is one in which students enroll if
they are not academically prepared for the standard course and does not usually carry
credit toward degree requirements. Tedrow and Rust (1994) further define
developmental courses in their college developmental reading program study as those
with a reading level between 1othand 1 2 ' ~
grade.
Some higher education institutions also recommend a third level of first-year
courses for students who are not academically prepared for a developmental course.
This level is called an adult education course, which is offered by area adult education
programs. Work in adult education courses is not for college level credit and therefore
cannot be applied toward degree requirements.

Sawyer (1 997) indicates that for a placement testing system to be effective, it
must satisfy all of the following requirements:
1. It must accurately identify under-prepared students who have a small chance of
succeeding in the standard course.
2. It must provide under-prepared students appropriate remedial instruction based
on their placement test results.
3. It must result in the developmental students, who successfully completed their

developmental coursework, and the non-developmental students doing
satisfactory work in the standard course.
Sawyer (1997) says that providing remedial instruction is itself only a means to
achieve the larger goal which is that students succeed in college. If under-prepared
students eventually drop out or fail in the standard course after they are accurately
identified and provided remedial instruction, then little will have been accomplished.
The resources for both the institution and the student will have been wasted.
How have the researchers investigating this topic measured success in college
for students in need of remedial course work? According to England (1994) the
outcome measures for success in college include graduatiordtransferlretention status
after one year and again after three years, mean grade point averages and cumulative
hours earned.
The findings from the England (1 994) community college study indicate that
students with fewer skill deficiencies have higher grade point averages and have earned
more credit hours. The groups of students with two or more deficiencies did not
perform as well as the other groups. Their mean GPAs were below 2.0. The group of

students with only one skill deficient area had a mean GPA above 2.0 and was able to
achieve satisfactory progress.
In the England (1994) study, the graduation/transfer/retention distributions after
three years indicated that the 1991 first-time, full-time degree seeking students needing
remediation in the cohort (n=752) were calculated to be: 40.8% - Not Located, 21 -4% Retained, 4.1 % - Graduated, 3 1.8% - Transferred and 1.9% - GraduatedITransferred.
Most outcome measures in the England (1994) study indicated that the greater
the need for remediation, the lower the success rate. Students in this study were
grouped according to the combination of remediation in reading, writing andlor math
that they needed. Retention outcomes after one year for students grouped by skills
initially needed indicated that the groups needing math and reading, math only, and
writing only had the highest attrition rates.
Retention, according to Sawyer (1997), is a way that an institution can also
consider longer-term indicators of the effectiveness of a remedial course placement
system. Institutions have a direct financial incentive, as well as an educational motive,
to increase their retention rates as students who continue to enroll in college continue to
pay tuition.
Based on the research literature, retention rates have been measured in a variety
of ways. In the Waycaster (2001) study based on community college students needing
developmental mathematics, retention was measured by whether an admitted student for
the fall semester returned for the following spring semester. Another community
college study by England (1 994) measured retention after three years. His strategy was
to look at more outcomes than retention after three years by including the following

categories: Cannot Locate, Retained, Graduated, Transferred, Graduated and
Transferred. In Boylan's (1997) study, retention was defined to include students who
had graduated or were still retained at the institution after 5 % years at 4-year
institutions and 3 !4 years at 2-year institutions.
Another approach to measure retention and graduation rates was undertaken in
the study by Tedrow and Rust (1994). In that study, the retention and graduation rates
of students from a developmental reading course were compared to similar measures of
students from the regular or standard course. They divided the students in their study
into four independent groups based on their reading placement so that group differences
in retention and graduation rate could be determined.
The Tedrow and Rust (1994) study used gender, race, age when entering
college, high school GPA, and ACT scores to predict credit hours earned and
graduation from college. In a multiple regression, the total credit hours earned was the
criterion, ACT was the first predictor to enter the equation which was followed by age
group, high school GPA, race, and gender. The resulting multiple R-squared was .400.
In this calculation, ACT scores were found to be the best predictor of credit hours
earned toward degree. (NOTE: The Tedrow and Rust (1994) article reported multiple

R findings which are believed to be in error and should have been multiple R-squared.
The multiple R findings from this article have been reported in this literature review as
multiple R-squared.)
Another multiple regression was calculated in the Tedrow and Rust (1994)
study. Graduation rate was the criterion, age group was the first predictor entered,
which was followed by ACT score, gender, race, high school GPA in that order. The

multiple R-squared with all 5 predictors was .265. The results showed that age was the
best predictor of graduation from college. Students who were more than 22 years old
when they were entering college were between 27%-33% (depending on student
placement group) more likely to graduate than those who were 21 and younger.
The Boylan (1 997) study also indicates that key mandatory assessment and
mandatory placement findings each relate to student success in developmental courses.
Students participating in programs featuring mandatory assessment or mandatory
placement were significantly more likely to pass their first developmental or
mathematics courses than students in programs where assessment or placement was
voluntary.
These studies have shown consistently that students whose college entry skills
are in need of remediation are at risk for successful completion of their programs.
Programs aimed at addressing these problems are needed to increase their abilities in
skill deficient areas and therefore their success in college.
Another useful finding was that student outcomes in the research literature were
measured through retention and graduation rates and through academic performance
such as mean GPA for the independent groups. In this study of UMA students, a
strategy similar to those used by the Tedrow and Rust (1994) and the Waycaster (2001)
studies will be used to determine the predictability of the ACCUPLACER CPT test
scores on the retention and graduation outcomes. This will help determine whether
there is any statistically significant difference in student outcomes based on skill need at
UMA.

Other important findings in the England (1994) study were that students with
two or more skill deficient areas were on average found to not be successful (as their
mean GPA was less than 2.0) and students with one skill deficiency were on average
found to be successful (as their mean GPA was greater than 2.0). This finding appears
to support UMA's decision to move to the new admissions model.
Based on this research, the purpose of this study was to determine the extent to
which first time, first-year associate degree seeking students at the Augusta campus of
the University of Maine at Augusta were successful based on their remediation needs
determined by their ACCUPLACER CPT results. Student academic success was
measured through analyses of the retention rate results, the mean GPA results and the
graduation rate results.

Chapter 3

METHOD

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which first-time, firstyear associate degree seeking students who place into adult education and/or
developmental level courses are successhl at the Augusta campus of the University of
Maine at Augusta. To determine the extent to which these students were academically
successful, the study undertook a longitudinal analysis of secondary data extracted from
UMA's student information system.

Description of Subjects
First, archived institutional data was used to create cohorts for each of the fall

1999 to fall 2003 terms. Each cohort was made up of all the first-time, first-year
students who were admitted into an associate degree program at the Augusta campus
and were enrolled at the start of the grading period for the fall term at UMA.

Groups
After the students in each cohort were identified, then each student was assigned
to one of four independent groups using their most recent placement test results in
reading, English and/or mathematics. These placements were determined by the
student's scores in reading comprehension, sentence skills, arithmetic, elementary
algebra and/or college level math on the ACCUPLACER CPT test.

The four independent placement groups to be used for this study were defined as
follows:

Group 1 -Students who placed into two or more adult education
courses,

Group 2 - Students who placed into no more than one adult education
course,

Group 3 - Students who placed into at least one developmental course
and no adult education courses.

Group 4 - These students did not require any remedial coursework.
Students who did not require any remedial coursework and were not in
Group 1, Group 2 or Group 3.
After assigning the students in each cohort to one of the four independent
groups, a fkequency distribution (Table 3.1) was generated to assess the independent
group size. The size of the two or more adult education group was between 2 and 7 for
the cohort population. These sizes, which represented between 1 % and 4% of the
cohort population, were too small for meaningful cohort analysis.

Table 3.1 - Count of Students Assigned to Each of the Four Independent
Placement Groups for Each Cohort.
Groups
At least one
Developmental
and no,
Educatic
Placernt

-

- Cohort
Fall 1999

N

Two or more
Adult Education
Placements
7

One Ad1ult
Educatic,n
Placemt3nt

--

Yo

Fall 2000

N

--

--

--

%
Fall 2001

N

4

Yo

3%
2

Fall 2002

N

Fall 2003

%
N

29

---

%

Total

75

34

20

-.

--.
60

--

No
Placement
69
37%
55
35%
65

. 38%

41%
90

Total
185
100%
157
100%
158
100%
204

18%
53

80

234

23%

34%

100%

359

938

184

375

Because the cohort N for the two or more adult education group was too small
for any meaningful analysis, all students who placed into at least one adult education
course were combined into one group. This meant that success of only three
independent groups would be analyzed instead of the originally planned four
independent groups.

The three independent groups were defined as follows:

Group 1 -Students who placed into at least one adult education course,
Group 2 - Students who placed into at least one developmental course
and no adult education courses.

Group 3 - These students did not require any remedial coursework.
Students who did not require any remedial coursework and were not in
Group 1, Group 2 or Group 3.
After assigning the students in each cohort to one of the three independent
placement groups, a cross-tabulation frequency distribution (Table 3.2) was generated
to show the new independent group sizes for each cohort. The group sizes were
sufficiently large to allow for meaningful independent group and cohort analysis in this
study.

Table 3.2 - Count of Students Assigned to Each of the Three Independent
Placement Groups for Each Cohort.

At Lea!;t One Adu
Education

Gender
Analysis of each cohort's gender frequency distribution (Table 3.3) indicates
that about 213 of the cohort members were female and about 113 were male. This is
consistent with the gender frequency distribution of the entire UMA population.
The percentage of females in the adult education and developmental groups was
greater. Males were over represented in the no placement group. Females in the no
placement group and males in both the adult education and developmental placement
groups were under represented.

Table 3.3 - Gender Frequency by Cohort and Independent Group
Groups

Cohort
Fall 1999

Female

N
% of
P I O - ~ ~ ~Total
= ~ ~ Total
~

N
% of Group

30
73.2%

Developmental
Placement
51
68.0%

% of Group

26.8%

32.0%

44.9%

41

25

75
52

69
29

21.1%

36.1%

47.5%

57

97

80

vGl luGl

38 .- 119
55.1%

64.3%
35.7%

Total
Fall 2000

Female

N

% of Group

Total

185
106

100.0%
67.5%

234

100.0%

Ethnicitv
The cohorts do not show much variability in ethnicity (Table 3.4). Students
were 92% or more Caucasian. The fall 2003 cohort differed from this. Caucasian
students were 75.7% of the cohort. In prior cohorts, between 0% and 2.6% of the
students have an ethnicity of Unknown 1 No Response. In the fall 2003 cohort, the
Unknown/No Response increased to 20.8%.
The apparent shift in ethnicity could be accounted for by a change in reporting,
rather than a real change in the ethnicity of the population. The fall 2003 cohort had a
new admission application option available to them via the web. On this new
application, it was option for the student to indicate their ethnicity. Students who did
not indicate their ethnicity on this application were manually assigned an ethnicity code
for Unknown / No Response by Admissions staff. There was insufficient variability in
ethnicity of the student cohorts. Ethnicity was removed from further analysis in this
study.

Table 3.4 -Ethnicity Frequency by Cohort and Independent Group

Alaska

American Indian I Alaska

As
The mean age shown in Table 3.5 ranged between 22.7 and 24.3 years across all
the student cohorts. UMA is a commuter school that has traditionally had a
predominately non traditional population. In recent years, however, the traditional age
segment of the population has been growing. The mean age data seem to support both
of these observations as the mean student age of the cohorts appeared to be decreasing
over time.

Table 3.5 - Mean Age by Cohort and Placement Group

Total

Description of Placement Tests

As is indicated by the definition of the No Placement group, some students in
the cohorts were not required to take the ACCUPLACER CPT test because they were in
the upper 75% of their class. Students who took the ACCUPLACER CPT test did so
either to voluntarily assess their own skill levels or because it was an admission
requirement for them. Because of this, each student who took the ACCUPLACER CPT
test took between one and five skill area placement tests. The skill area placement tests
were in reading comprehension, sentence skills, arithmetic, elementary algebra, and
college level math. The maximum score a student could receive on each skill area
placement test was 120.
To assess the placement test results for each student cohort, the average skill
area placement test score, group size and standard deviation were calculated for each
skill area and placement group. The results of these calculations are shown in Table 3.6
- Table 3.10.

The results showed that the number of students with a reading comprehension
score, a sentence skills score and/or an arithmetic score for each cohort was sufficiently
large for the average skill area score to be meaningful. The number of students with an
elementary algebra score (Table 3.9) and/or a college level math score (Table 3.10)
were relatively small, particularly for the adult education placement group. Because the
number of students was sufficiently large for arithmetic scores and insufficient for the
elementary algebra and college level math scores, elementary algebra and college level
math scores were removed from further analysis.

Table 3.6 - Mean Reading Comprehension Score by Cohort and Placement Group
Gfi
Adult
Education
Placement

Cohort
Fall 1999

Reading
Comprehension Score

Mean

73.3

N

Fail 2000

95.3

83.3
163

39

70

54

15.4

10.1

Mean

78.4

83.2

94.0

85.5

34

63

46

143

Std Deviation

16.4

15.7

12.7

Mean

78.1

83.8

96.6

87.0

32

58

49

139

Std Deviation

18.9

12.7

10.5

Mean

77.0

82.1

94.5

85.7

68

179

Reading
Comprehension Score

Reading
Comprehension Score

Reading
Comprehension Score

38

73

Std Deviation

15.3

14.6

Mean

73.2

79.9

94.1

82.5

54

92

64

210

17.0

14.5

11.3

N

Fall 2003

Total

18.7

N

Fall 2002

79.6

No
Placement

Std Deviation

N

Fall 2001

Developmenta
l Placement

Reading
Comprehension Score

N
Std Deviation

12.0
-

Table 3.7 - Mean Sentence Skills Score by Cohort and Placement Group
.

r

..

I'

Groups

Cohort
Fall 1999

Sentence Skills Score

Mean

-

N

Std v r ; v n a n v ~ ~
, Fall 2000

Sentence Skills Score

Mean

Sentence Skills Score

Fall 2002

Sentence Skills Score

Fall 2003

Sentence Skills Score

Devlelopmenta
Placement

71.9

82.3

. .- --. . ..

. -tal

100.0

86.1
154

36

64

54

19.8

15.2

11.3

76.9

88.8

100.7

89.9
145

34

64

47

Std Deviation

22.1

15.5

11.6

Mean

74.5

87.2

102.5

89.9

76.5

85.7

100.3

89.3

79.1

87.0

100.3

89.0

N
Fall 2001

Adult
Education
Placement

Std Deviation
Mean
Std Deviation
Mean
Std Deviation

Table 3.8 - Mean Arithmetic Score by Cohort and Placement Group
1
Cohort
Fall 1999

Groups
dult
Develop~
ducation
lacemen1 _ Placemenr

-Arithmetic Score

38.6

55.3

94.8

65.3

39

70

59

168

Std Deviation

20.1

14.9

15.4

Mean

36.2

56.4

87.6

62.0
151

Mean
N

Fall 2000

Arithmetic Score

N

Fall 2001

Arithmetic Score

35

66

50

Std Deviation

17.8

15.5

15.1

Mean

31.2

59.6

89.8

64.6
145

33

57

55

11.9

16.7

17.6

N

Std Deviation
Fall 2002

Fall 2003

Arithmet~cScore

Arithmetic Score

Total

rlacemenr

88.5

65.6

78

190

Std Deviation

18.7

17.3

17.3

Mean

40.0

57.6

89.9

63.7

55

96

72

223

22.6

18.3

18.9

N

Std Deviation

Table 3.9 - Mean Elementary Algebra Score by Cohort and Placement Group
F

-?

Adult
. Cohort

Fall 1999

Elementary Algebra
Score

Fall 2000

Fall 2001

Elementary Algebra
Score

Fall 2003

Placement

Total

64.2

56.1

20

59

86

Std Deviation

19.0

11.7

25.4

Mean

67.0

38.8

66.6

59.7

2

17

49

68

Std Deviation

39.6

18.4

26.8

Mean

35.0

44.7

62.0

57.1
74

2

18

54

Std Deviation

5.7

23.6

23.8

Mean

45.0

38.7

60.5

55.4

4

21

78

103

Std Deviation

18.7

18.6

23.7

Mean

N
Elementary Algebra
Score

IYU

Placement
37.5

N

Fall 2002

~ G V C I U ~ ~nI a
U ~~ I

Placement

7

N
Elementary Algebra
Score

cuuw LIUII

41.1

Mean
N

Elementary Algebra
Score

rA.*-"b:F.-

32.5

40.9

62.7

53.5

N

11

34

71

116

Std Deviation

5.6

18.5

23.5

Table 3.10 - Mean College Level Math Score by Cohort and Placement Group
.-,

1

0--.

Adult
EducationI uevero
r la-I I ~ C~t
I
Placen
Fa11 1999

College Level Math
Score

r l a ~ r ; t u,=nt

Mean
N

0

0

College Level Math
Score

Mean
N
,

Fall 2001

College Level Math
Score

38 7

37.9

1

17

19

21.7

0

85.0

36.0

40.1

1

11

12

20 2
25.5

Mean
0

N

Fall 2003

College Level Math
Score

16

19.0

Mean

Std Deviation

16

1

Std Dev~ation
Fall 2002

41.8

44.0

Std Dev~at~on

N
College Level Math
Score

41 8
15.8

Std Deviation
Fall 2000

Total

'

Mean

N
Std Dev~at~on

0

36.5

35.2
17

2

15

9.2

18.1

38.0

42.7

42.1

2

15

17

5.7

22.2

Procedure
Before conducting this study, IRE3 project proposals were submitted to and
approved by the IRB boards of the University of Maine (Appendix A.l) and the
University of Maine at Augusta (Appendix A.2). As indicated in these project
proposals, informed consent was not sought from the subjects as the data for this study
already existed in UMA's student information system. To ensure the confidentiality of
the subjects in the data collected, the student id numbers were removed from the
database before the data was analyzed.
This study sought to address the following research questions:
1. What were the retention rates after one semester and after one year for

each of the three independent placement groups within each of the fall
1999 to fall 2003 student cohorts of first-time, associate degree seeking
students?
2. What were the first-time and first-time, full-time student graduation rates
after three years for the first three student cohorts, fall 1999 to fall 2001?
3. For each of the five cohorts from fall 1999 to fall 2003, were there any

differences in the mean fall term GPA, the mean spring term GPA and
the mean first academic year accumulative GPA of the first-time students
among the three independent placement groups?

4. For each cohort fi-om fall 1999 to fall 2003, to what extent can the fall
term GPA, the spring term GPA and the first academic year
accumulative GPA be predicted by student age, gender, and test scores
for each of the following skill area tests: reading comprehension,
sentence skills and arithmetic?
To answer the above research questions, the following statistical analyses were
conducted. Chi Square tests of Independence were calculated to determine if retention
and graduation rates differed among the three independent groups within the first-time,
first-year associate degree seeking student cohorts (Research Question #1 and #2).
A Oneway Analyses of Variance (with Scheffe post hoc tests) was calculated to
assess differences in the mean fall term GPA, the mean spring term GPA and the mean
accumulative first academic year GPA among the three independent groups within the
first-time, first-year associate degree seeking student cohorts (Research Question #3).
A multiple regression model was developed to examine the extent the fall term
GPA, the spring term GPA and the accumulative first academic year GPA could be
predicted by student age, gender, and the test scores for each of the following tests:
reading comprehension, sentence skills and arithmetic (Research Question #4).

Chapter 4

RESULTS

This chapter contains the results of the four research questions which present the
key findings on retention rates, graduation rates, mean GPAs and GPA predictors for
the cohorts. In addition, these results present differences among the placement groups
of each cohort for each of these research questions.

Research Question 1 - Retention Rates
What were the retention rates after one semester and after one year for each of
the three independent placement groups within each of the fall 1999 to fall 2003 student
cohorts of first-time, associate degree seeking students?
The results in Table 4.1 showed that the retention rate after one semester for the
student cohorts ranged from 69.1% to 72.8%. Table 4.2 showed that the retention rate
after one year for the student cohorts ranged from 42.0% to 47.6%.
A Chi-square test for Independence was conducted to determine whether there
were any statistically significant differences in retention after one semester between
each of the independent placement groups. According to the results shown in Table 4.1,
there were no statistically significant differences between the independent placement
groups for any of the cohorts analyzed. This means that any differences among the
groups in retention after one semester were attributable to chance.

Table 4.1 - Retention after One Semester for Each Student Cohort

According to the results shown in Table 4.2, there were no statistically
significant differences in retention after one year between the independent placement
groups for any of the cohorts analyzed. This means that any differences among the
groups in retention after one year were attributable to chance.

Table 4.2 - Retention after One Year for Each Student Cohort
. - . . ..

.

,
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Cohort
Fall 1999

Retentio
after On1
Year
Not
Enrolled

-

Adult
Education
Placement

--

N
of
Group

Pearson Chi-square

beve~opmental
No
PlacePlacement
ment

'

Total

1

97

25

38

34

61.0%

50.7%

49.3%

16

37

35

39.0%

49.3%

50.7%

Total

41

75

69

185

N
% of
Group

23

41

27

91

65.7%

61.2%

49.1%

12

26

28

34.3%

38.8%

50.9%

%
TI

lue

df

1.57

2

2.93

2

0.860

2

4.19

2

0.123

2.46

2

0.292

-

52.4%

Oh

Enrolled

I

Fall 2000

Not
Enrolled

Enrolled

Fall 2001

Not
Enrolled

Enrolled

Fall 2002

Not
Enrolled

Enrolled

N
% of
Group

N
% of
Group

Fall 2003

Enrolled

1

4;

100.0%

--

35

67

55

157

100.0%

N
% of
Group

20

32

33

85

53.8%

60.6%

53.3%

50.8%

13

28

32

39.4%

46.7%

49.2%

Total

33

60

65

158

100.0%

N
% of
Group

18

49

46

113

55.4%

47.4%

64.5%

51.1%

20

27

44

91

1 44.6%

52.6%

35.5%

48.9%

38

76

N
% of
Group

N
% of
Group

0.456

51

Total

Total
Not
Enrolled

88

0.231

-

I

N
% of
Group

37

51

43

64.9%

52.6%

53.8%

N

20

46

37

35.1%

47.4%

46.3%

57

97

80

% of
Group
Total

--

131

5t

103

44

234

100.0%

Research Question 2 - Graduation Rates
What were the first-time and first-time, full-time student graduation rates after
three years for the first three student cohorts, fall 1999 to fall 2001?
A Chi-square test of Independence was calculated to determine the graduation

rate of the first-time students in the fall 1999 to fall 2001 cohorts. These graduation
rates were a direct reflection of the students who graduated from UMA and did not
include students who had not graduated but were still attending LIMA. The fall 2002
and fall 2003 cohorts were not included as enough time for 3 year graduation rates had
not elapsed. The results shown in Table 4.3 indicated that there were not any
statistically significant differences in graduation rates between the independent
placement groups.
The first-time student associate degree graduation rates for the student cohorts
ranged from 4.40% to 7.0%. Further analysis on the fall 1999 cohort was done to
determine what percent of the cohort graduated in five years. For this cohort, the
graduation rate increased from 5.4% in three years to 10.3 % in five years. Further
analysis was also done on the fall 2000 cohort to determine what percent of the cohort
graduated in four years. In this case, the graduation rate increased from 7.0% to 10.2%
after four years. The cohort graduation rates increase slowly when additional years to
complete their degree were included.

Table 4.3 - Graduation Rates of First-time Associate Degree Seeking Students
'

Peakon
Chi-

.

rU3UWd

Degree

seek in^

Adult
Education
Placement

Developmental
Placement

No
Placement

% of
Total

+-

Cohort

Student

Fall 1999

Not
Graduated

%

22.2%

38.9%

33.5%

94.6%

Graduated
within 3
years

%

0.0%

1 6%

3.8%

5.4%

22.2%

40.5%

37.3%

100.0%

21.O%

41.4%

30.6%

93.0%

Total
Fall 2000

Fall 2001

--

Not
Graduated

%

Graduated
with~n3
years

%

1.3%

1 3%

4.5%

7.0%

5.66

Total

22.3%

42 7%

35.0%

100.0%

%

20.9%

36.7%

38.0%

95.6%

Graduated
within 3
years

%

0.0%

1 3%

3.2%

4.4%

Total

20.9%

38.0%

41.1%

100.0%

2

I

I

Not
Graduated-

A ~ Y ~ P
Sig (p)

df

Value

4.52

2

3.33

2

0.189

A Chi-square test of Independence was calculated to determine the graduation
rate of the first-time, full-time students in the fall 1999 to fall 2001 cohorts. As in the
first-time student cohort analysis above, the fall 2002 and fall 2003 cohorts were not
included as enough time for 3 year graduation rates had not elapsed. The results shown
in Table 4.4 indicated that the first-time, hll-time student associate degree graduation
rate ranged from 6.20% to 11.20%. Table 4.4 also showed that there were not any
statistically significant differences in graduation rates between the independent
placement groups.

Table 4.4 - Graduation Rates of First-time, Full-time Associate Degree Seeking
Students

roups

Research Question 3 -Mean GPA Differences
For each of the five cohorts from fall 1999 to fall 2003, were there any
differences in the mean fall term GPA, the mean spring term GPA and the mean first
academic year accumulative GPA of the first-time students among the three
independent placement groups?
Oneway Analyses of Variance (with Scheffe post hoc tests) were calculated to
assess the independent placement group differences in the mean fall term GPA. The
results shown in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 indicated that only the fall 2002 student cohort
showed a statistically significant difference between the No Placement group and the
Adult Education Placement group and between the No Placement group and the
Developmental Placement group. The rest of the student cohorts did not show any
statistically significant differences between the mean fall term GPAs among the
independent placement groups. Any mean differences in fall term GPA for these
cohorts were due to chance.

Table 4.5 - ANOVA for Fall Term GPA
I

Fall Term GPA
m.m.!G%m,

df

Square

Fall 1999 Cohort

Sig.

-

Between Groups

1 93

Within Groups

248.23

Total

250.16

B e hreen G r o uIS~

1.07

2

0.54

W ithin GroupIS

161.85

132

1.23

Between Groups

6 51

2

2

0.97

170

1.46

1
172 1

0.518
-

0.66

-

-

Fall 2000 Cohort

0.L

1.647

-

Fall 2001 Cohort

1
1

-

Within Groups

188.69

138

Total

195.20

140

Between Groups

19.84

2

9.92

Within Groups

248.50

187

1.33

Total

268.35

189

Within Groups

334 14

215

Total

340 17

217

1.096

1.37

Fall 2002 Cohort
7.47

3.02
1.55

0.001

-

Fall 2003 Cohort
Between Groups

1

1.1

1.146

-

Table 4.6 Scheffe Post Hoc for Fall Term GPA

-

Fall TerrrI GPA

ldnt

,GI I

roup
eans

Adult Education

I

Developmer

'lacements

Fall 1999 Cohort
Adult Education

2.01

Developmental

2.29

No Placements

2.23

Adult Educat~on

2.25

Developmental
No Placements

2.43

Adult Education

1.97

0.529

0.674
0.964

Fall 2000 Cohort
0.779

0.657
0.964

2.49

Fall 2001 Cohort
0.301

0.099
0.818

0.039
0.002

0.226

0.196
0.983

Oneway Analyses of Variance were calculated to assess the independent
placement group differences in the mean spring term GPA. The results shown in Table
4.7 indicated that there were statistically significant differences in the spring term GPAs

for four of the five cohorts being analyzed. The Scheffe post hoc test results shown in
Table 4.8 indicated that there were statistically significant differences between the No
Placement group and the Adult Education Placement group for the fall 2000, fall 2001
and fall 2003 cohorts and between the No Placement group and the Developmental
group in the fall 2002 cohort.

Table 4.7 - ANOVA for Spring Term GPA

..

Within Groups

239.1 1

159

Total

249.45

161

1.50

Table 4.8 Scheffe Post Hoc for Spring Term GPA
Spring Tcsrm GPA
, ,dcernent

p values

3roup

Fdeans

Adult Education

Developrr~ental

No Placements

Fall 1999 Cohort
Adult Educat~on

0.098

Developmental
No Placements

0.306
0.756

-

2.21

Fall 2000 Cohort

-

Adult Education

0.003

Developmental

2.09

No Placements

2.67

0 093

Fall 2001 Cohort
I

'

Adult Education

1.69

Developmental

2.44

No Placements

2.80

0.050

0.007

0.368

Fall 2002 Cohort

r

Adult Education

1.99

Developmental

1.88

No Placements

2.48

0.93L

0.244
0.045

I

-

-

Fall 2003 Cohort
Adult Educat~on

1.78

Developmental

1.98

No Placements

2.42

0.706

0.051

0.144

Oneway Analyses of Variance were calculated to assess the independent
placement group differences in the mean first academic year accumulative GPA. The
results shown in Table 4.9 and Table 4.10 indicated that the fall 2001 and fall 2002
student cohorts showed statistically significant differences between the No Placement
group and the Adult Education Placement group. In addition to that the fall 2002
student cohort showed statistically significant differences between the No Placement
group and the Developmental Placement group. The rest of the student cohorts showed
no statistically significant differences between the mean first academic year
accumulative GPAs among the independent placement groups. Differences in the mean
first academic year accumulative GPA for these cohorts were due to chance.

Table 4.9 - ANOVA for First Academic Year GPA
Accumulative GPA

Mean
Square

Total

I

307.83

220

1

Table 4.10 Scheffe Post Hoc for First Academic Year GPA

Accumulative GPA

It Educatio~
telopmenta
Placement:
Fall 2002 Cohort
Adult Education

1.8

Developmental

1.7

No Placements

2.4

0.857

0.034

0.001

Fall 2003 Cohort
Adult Educat~on

1.73

Developmental

2.05

No Placements

2.15

I

0.292

0.149
0.871

Research Question 4 - Predictabilitv of GPA by the Independent Variables
For each cohort fiom fall 1999 to fall 2003, to what extent can the fall tenn
GPA, the spring term GPA and the first academic year accumulative GPA be predicted
by student age, gender, the test scores for each of the following skill area tests: reading
comprehension, sentence skills, and arithmetic?
Before performing the multiple regressions for each student cohort, the
correlation coefficients were calculated for the independent variables to see which pairs
of independent variables were highly correlated (Table 4.1 1). The correlation
coefficients between the independent variables and dependent variables were then
calculated. This was done to determine which independent variables were statistically
significantly highly correlated with the dependent GPA variables. The results of this
are shown in Table 4.12.

Table 4.11 Correlation Coefficients of Independent Variables

thmetic
icore

ent
Cohort

* - Correliation is si(anificant a1t the 0.05 level (2-tailled).

" - Corre

1.,4:~..

gnificant ;=he

;e e ;

0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.12 - Correlation Coefficients of Independent by Dependent Variables
on Coefficients for
lent and Dependent

(0 - Female, I- Male)

(Pearson)

-

* Correl
**

- Corre

Fall 2001
Fall 2002

276''
.313"~

Fall 2003

.222**

.398**
.231*
.253**

-

.340**
.318*
.243**

gnificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
ignificant; at the 0.01 level (2-ta~iled).
.

The reading comprehension scores and sentence skills scores shown in Table
4.1 1 were statistically significantly highly correlated with correlation coefficients
ranging from 0.607 to 0.700. Both independent variables had similarly sized Ns. The
N of reading comprehension scores ranged from 139 to 210 (see Table 3.6) and the N of
sentence skills scores ranged from 140 to 209 (see Table 3.7).

The reading comprehension and sentence skills correlations with the dependent

GPA variables showed that they were each statistically significantly correlated (see
Table 4.12). Further analysis was still needed to determine whether the reading
comprehension or the sentence skills independent variable should be removed from the
multiple regression calculations.
To determine which independent variable to remove, ordered entry multiple
regression models were calculated for each cohort. The first step of each model added
the independent variables of age and gender because the age and gender of each student
was known. In the second step, the testing score independent variables were added to
the model. These variables were added in the second step as not every student had
placement test scores.
The first regression model added the placement test scores for arithmetic and for
.reading comprehension in second step. The second model added the placement test
scores for arithmetic and for sentence skills in second step. Once the multiple
regressions for each cohort were generated, then the statistical significance of each of
the independent variables in step 2 of the model was evaluated. If the independent
variable was statistically significantly able to predict the dependent variable, then the
cohort was counted. Otherwise, the cohort was not counted.
The results of the statistically significant counts of the independent variables'
being able to predict dependent variables are shown in Table 4.13 for the reading
comprehension model and in Table 4.14 for the sentence skills model. Analysis of
these results showed that the independent variables reading comprehension score and

the sentence skills score were each able to statistically significantly predict the
dependent GPA variables in five of the fifteen cohort analyses.
Overall, the reading comprehension model had 32 statistically significant
predictors and the sentence skills model had 27 statistically significant predictors.
Because there was an increase in the ability of the other independent variables to
statistically significantly predict the dependent GPA variables in the reading
comprehension model, the independent variable reading comprehension score was
chosen to be included in the multiple regression analysis.

Table 4.13 - Reading Comprehension Model - Statistically Significant Predictor
Count
Count of Cohorts with Statistican'.
Significani: Results fos Model 1

I ndependc"ti"""
*-

Dependent Variable
Fall Term GPA
Spring T e n GPA

~\caunly
>--

benaer

First Academic Year Accumulative GPA
Total of Statistically Significant
Predictors

Total

1

Arithmetic
4
2
5

5

11

32

Comp.

Age
2

4

1

2

3
4

5

11

1
3

11

9
12

Table 4.14 - Sentence Skills Model - Statistically Significant Predictor Count
Count of Cohorts with Statistbl'..
Significant Results for Model 2

-

'

-

-

inaepenaent vanaoies
uepenaent varra~le
Fall Term GPA
Spr~ngTerm GPA
First Academic Year Accumulative GPA
Total of Statistically Significant
Predictors

Sentence
Skills
1
1

4
4

2

Arithmetic
2
1

2

4

2

3

Total
8
8
11

4

12

5

6

27

Gender

1

The multiple regression results to predict fall term GPA were shown in Table
4.15. These results showed that gender and age accounted for an additional 5.2% to
15.6% of the variance in fall term GPA and that reading comprehension score and
arithmetic score accounted for an additional 2.1 % to 9.7% of the variance in fall term
GPA. Basically, this means that together, age and gender were stronger predictors of
fall term GPA than reading comprehension score and arithmetic score.
Collectively, the independent variables gender, age, reading comprehension
score and arithmetic score accounted for between 14.8% and 20.6% of the variance in
fall term GPA. Because so much of the variance in fall term GPA was unaccounted for,
it was clear that the independent variables included in the study were collectively weak
predictors of fall term GPA.

Table 4.15 - Multiple Regression Results to Predict Fall Term GPA

R
Cohort

Squared
0.154

Sig.

The multiple regression results to predict spring term GPA were shown in Table

4.16. These results showed that gender and age accounted for an additional 4.1% to
17.7% of the variance in spring term GPA and that reading comprehension score and
arithmetic score account for an additional 7.1 % to 15.9% of the variance in spring term
GPA. Similarly to the fall term GPA analysis, the age and gender independent variables
were together stronger predictors of spring term GPA than reading comprehension score
and arithmetic score.
Together, the independent variables gender, age, reading comprehension score
and arithmetic score accounted for between 12.9% and 28.8% of the variance in spring
term GPA. Since so much of the variance in spring term GPA was unaccounted for, it
was clear that the independent variables included in the study were also collectively
weak predictors of spring term GPA.

Table 4.16 - Multiple Regression Results to Predict Spring Term GPA

R
Squared

The multiple regression results to predict first academic year accumulative GPA
were shown in Table 4.17. These results showed that gender and age accounted for
between 6.2% to 18.7% of the variance in first academic year accumulative GPA and
that reading comprehension score and arithmetic score account for between 4.7% to
14.2% of the variance in first academic year accumulative GPA. This means that

gender and age were stronger predictors of first academic year accumulative GPA than
reading comprehension score and arithmetic score as was the case in the fall term GPA
and the spring tenn GPA analyses.
Combined, the independent variables gender, age, reading comprehension score
and arithmetic score accounted for between 16.2% and 25.8% of the variance in first
academic year accumulative GPA. Since so much of the variance in first academic year
accumulative GPA was unaccounted for, it was clear that the independent variables
included in the study were collectively weak predictors of first academic year
accumulative GPA.

Table 4.17 - Multiple Regression Results to Predict First Academic Year
Accumulative GPA

The results of the multiple regressions, student age, gender, reading
comprehension score and arithmetic score accounted for 12.9% to 28.8% of the
variance of the dependent GPA variable which left between 71.2% and 87.1% of the
variance of the dependent GPA variable unaccounted for in this study by student age,
gender, reading comprehension score and arithmetic score.
As shown by the ordered entry multiple regression results in Tables 4.15 - 4.17,
student age and gender accounted for 4% to 19% of the variance. When controlling for
student age and gender, than test scores accounted for 2% to 16% of the variance.
Student age and gender accounted for slightly more of the variance than test scores
when predicting the dependent GPA variables. In addition to this, the Betas of student
age and gender were collectively stronger predictors than test scores of the dependent
GPA variables.

Chapter 5
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to assess whether the new admissions model
implemented by the University of Maine at Augusta (UMA) in spring 2001 improved
the academic success of first-time students. The results of this study did not support the
original premise, which was that UMA's new admissions model would improve the
academic success of first-time, first-year associate degree seeking students. Academic
success was measured through cohort retention rates, graduation rates, mean GPAs, and
the ability of independent variables to predict GPA.
Retention rates after one semester and after one year for all the cohorts analyzed
were not statistically significantly different for the adult education, developmental and
no placement groups. The differences in retention rates for each placement group
within a cohort were due to chance. As one would expect that there would be
differences in retention between under-prepared and college ready students, this result
was counter intuitive.
The primary placement group to be impacted by the new admissions model was
the adult education group. This group did not appear to improve the retention rates after
one semester or after one year for the cohorts after the new admissions model was
implemented. Further, the adult education group size did not decrease.
Retention rates after one year for the first-time students in the cohorts analyzed
ranged from 42% to 47.6%. In a separate analysis of these same cohorts, the first-time,
full-time student retention rates were calculated and found to have retention rates after
one year that ranged from 43.1% to 49.4%. To put some context on UMA's first-time,

full-time retention rates, they were compared with the average first-time, full-time
student retention rates after one year of the two-year colleges in Maine from the
National Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and Analysis (2002)
website. On this website, only the fall 1999 and fall 2001 cohorts had comparable
retention rates.
The average retention rate after one year for two-year colleges in Maine on the
website were 64.8% for the fall 1999 cohort and 62.9% for the fall 2001 cohort. In
comparison, the UMA first-time, full-time retention rates were 46% for the fall 1999
cohort and 47.8% for the fall 2001 cohort. This meant that UMA's retention rates after
one year were 18.8% lower for the fall 1999 cohort and 15.1% lower for the fall 2001
cohort than the average of two-year colleges in Maine. Even though this was not a
truly apples to apples comparison, it did provide some context for UMA's retention
rates.
It should be noted that comparing UMA's retention and graduation rates to the
averages of the two-year colleges in Maine may not account for admission selectivity.
The two-year colleges may have been more selective.
The 69.1% to 72.8% retention rates of the cohorts after one semester were
alarming as well. These retention rates indicated that from 27.2% and 30.9% of the
first-time freshmen leave UMA after one semester. It is clear that retention is an area
that warrants further study to determine why the retention rates were so much lower
than two-year colleges in Maine and what might be done to improve them.

The graduation rates for each placement group of the fall 1999 to fall 2001
cohorts were analyzed and found to not have statistically significantly differences
between the placement groups. Since enough time had not elapsed for t h e e year
associate degree graduation rates of the fall 2002 and fall 2003 cohorts, it was
impossible to compare graduation rates before and after the new admission model was
implemented to determine whether the graduation rates improved.
The graduation rates that were calculated for the first three cohorts appeared to
be low for both the first-time and the first-time, full-time associate degree seeking
students. The graduation rates for the first-time, full-time students were 6.2% for the
fall 1999 cohort, 11.2% for the fall 2000 cohort and 6.7% for the fall 2001 cohort. The
average three year graduation rate for two-year colleges in Maine from the completion
section of the National Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and
Analysis (2002) website was 40.2% for the fall 1999 cohort and 37.9% for the fall 2000
cohort. This indicated the UMA had three year graduation rates that were 31.2% to
34.0% lower than the Maine 2 year college average. This seemed to indicate another
area that warranted further study to identify ways to improve UMA's three year
graduation rate.

When the mean GPAs for each placement group and cohort were analyzed, there
only appeared to be statistically significant differences between the adult education
placement group and the no placement group for the spring term GPA in three of the
five cohorts. In the analyses for fall term GPA and first academic year accumulative
GPA, the same statistically significant group differences appeared between these groups
in one of the five cohorts. These findings seem to indicate that there was very little
difference in the student academic performance of the three groups.
Further investigation should be done to determine why there were not
statistically significant differences between the placement groups in these analyses.
One factor could have been that enrolled students were not included if they had their
courses academically forgiven or had repeated at least one course since that term. This
would have impacted the GPAs for about 16 students per cohort.
Students who had their courses academically forgiven would not be included in
the mean GPA calculations as they would not have a GPA for the period being
analyzed. In these cases the GPA for the period being analyzed would be treated as a
missing GPA. This would be the same for students who had repeated all their courses
for the period being analyzed.
In cases where the student repeated one or more courses since the time period
being analyzed, the student's GPA would be included but would be overstated. A
question that needs to be answered is what impact the exclusion or the overstated
inclusion may have had on finding statistically significant differences in academic
performance across the student placement groups.

The results of this study showed that the independent variables age, gender,
arithmetic, and reading comprehension were collectively not strong indicators of
student academic performance as measured by a student's GPA. They only accounted
for a relatively small percentage of the variance in student GPA. Age and gender
accounted for more of the variance in GPA than did the arithmetic and reading
comprehension scores. Of the four independent variables used in the multiple
regression age and arithmetic score appeared to be stronger predictors than gender and
reading comprehension. Further investigation should be done to determine what other
factors might account for the rest of the variance in student GPA.
There appears to be little evidence to support the belief that the new admissions
model improved the academic success of first-time associate degree seeking students at

UMA. It raises questions about whether additional changes to the new admissions
model are necessary.
One of the limitations of this study was that first-time, first-year students
admitted into 4-year degree programs were not included in this study as graduation data
for multi-cohort comparisons were not available. There were two reasons for this. The
first reason was that UMA tends to admit few students into 4-year degree programs if
they need remedial coursework. Instead these students were referred and admitted into
a 2-year degree program. Second, since this study focuses only on first-time, first-year
students since fall 1999, an insufficient number of years have passed to examine the sixyear graduation rates of students who enrolled in 4-year degree programs.

Another limitation of this study was that UMA does not have the capacity to
determine reliably if a cohort member transferred to another institution after one or
more semesters at UMA. Unfortunately, that kind of transfer information about cohort
members could have made a useful contribution to the understanding of student success
in this study. Due to the absence of such data, cohort members who transferred to other
institutions were somewhat misidentified as "withdrawals".
Studying the extent to which first-time, first-year associate degree seeking
students who place into adult education and/or developmental level courses are
successful at the Augusta campus of the University of Maine at Augusta is important to
the institution. This study has identified retention and graduation rates as areas that
need further study to improve the academic success of first-time students.
The results of this study indicate several possibilities for future study. A future
study of the factors affecting student retention at UMA could be developed and
administered. Another possible study could be to conduct an exit interview with
students who have withdrawn from school. This would help to identify factors that
impacted their decision to withdraw fiom school. Focusing on the factors impacting
retention should also have a direct impact on improving first-time student graduation
rates as well. These factors should help UMA identify where they need to focus their
efforts to improve the academic success of their first-time students.
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